L'archeologie, si elle est privee du secours de la philologie, devient une science conjecturale, dont les conclusions n'atteignent que le degre de vraisemblance que peut leur preter l'ingeniosite et 1'eloquence de leurs auteurs.-FRANZ CUMONT.
In the latter part of this article all these objects are catalogued and arranged in much the same manner as that adopted for the list on pp. 253-323 of Studies in Magical Amulets, and illustrations will be found on the accompanying plates. Where it is possible to contribute anything towards the interpretation of the amulets, or to indicate their relations to previously published specimens, comments, usually brief, are added to the descriptions in the Catalogue. I trust that no apology is needed for the numerous references to passages in Studies in Magical Amulets where these or similar pieces have been discussed. They will make it unnecessary to repeat arguments used and authorities cited in the larger work.
After some hesitation I have decided to include in the Catalogue descriptions of several gems that were brought to my attention by dealers who sent me impressions of them at various times during the last twenty years. Their present location is unknown to me, and I have no means of tracing the owners and requesting permission to publish, as would ordinarily be not only proper but obligatory. I hope that the interest of the objects to the expert will excuse the breach of the usual custom.
Here I should mention the fact that several pieces that are published for convenience along with the magical stones do not show any signs of magical purpose; they could be regarded simply as tokens of the wearer's devotion to the divinities represented upon them. The distinction between stones worn in the hope of securing divine protection for oneself, and others which invoke or seek to control demonic powers, is not always clear. The technique of the religious amulets, as they may be called, is much the same as that of the undoubtedly magical pieces, and they belong to the same period. A magical word or even a magical character would be enough to transfer a stone from the one category to the other (see SMA, pp. 5-7, 43, 45).
A few words of explanation about the descriptions and the plates will not be out of place. Amulets were not meant to be used as seals, and, with rare exceptions, their designs were intended to be viewed directly, not by means of impressions. For this reason the illustrations have been made from casts (positive) when they could be obtained, not from impressions; and when only impressions were available, the photo- engraver has so overdone these serifs that the letters a, 8, X, are topped by a conspicuously long horizontal stroke for which there seems to be no precedent in ancient epigraphy.
Observation of these details enables one to state with some confidence that two other stones bearing the same design as the Paris stone are modern copies based upon the engraving in Chiflet or the reproduction of it in Montfaucon (L'Antiquite expliquee, II, 2, pl. 160, 4). The first of these is B. M. 56026 (No. 61). Here the stone shows the same inaccuracies as those noted in Chiflet's engraving; but the maker of 56026 has added errors of his own. He has omitted the first four letters of the word aXco8oKcapvvo (middle line at the left), perhaps because they resemble the last four of the preceding line; and he has written a reversed N in this line and one in the following. He has also followed Chiflet's engraver in placing the long horizontal stroke over the triangular letters, and in one or two places it is as long as the base of the letter. Other minutiae, not worth discussing here, but significant to a close observer, strengthen the conviction that the work is not ancient.
This same design is used for the reverse of another stone in the British Museum, 56360 (No. 62), and the marks of Chiflet's engraver are again present, some of them exaggerated. The snakes are even straighter, the angle of the trophy to the vertical is still greater, the horizontal stroke across the tops of the triangular letters is still longer in some instances. Several glaring errors occur in the inscription on the right hand side of the stone. The design is again a modern fabrication based on the old engraving.
The obverse design also is somehow related to an engraving in Chiflet (pl. 19, No. 78) or to its original; but the British Museum stone cannot be identified with that original because Chiflet's gem has a different reverse. T'here is also a difference in the obverse design, to which attention will be called later, but with that one exception, the slight differences that are perceptible may be due to the engraver. The central figure of this obverse design is bearded, has his arms folded on his breast, and wears a crown with triangular points, which is of a mediaeval rather than an ancient type. The lower part of the body is so closely swathed as to give the appearance of a herm. From his elbows two curved lines descend to the heads of the two outermost of four nude figures which form a group directly under the feet of the royal person. They face a central axis, have their arms crossed upon their breasts, and seem to be dancing on a segment of a celestial sphere, indicated by two concentric arcs connected by slanting lines, and with three stars in the spaces between. The other details, including a meaningless inscription, contribute nothing of importance.
In Chiflet's illustration, wings are attached to the backs of the two outermost dancers; in the B. M. stone they are absent and in the illustration they were probably added by the draftsman who supplied the copy for the engraver. So far as I know, the design as a whole is quite without parallel in ancient glyptic art, and it seems to me to be a modern fabrication. It probably represents some Renaissance scholar's conOn the obverse the maker has followed Chiflet's draftsman in reducing the four ring signs to asterisks and in making the head of the ouroboros clear. He has also followed Chiflet's errors in the inscription (e. g. CCC6 at the end of line 4, Xe line 9), and introduced several more of his own. He has departed from the proper division of the lines, and at the end he has omitted the prayer bvXa'eTE MatavW4 for lack of room.
On the reverse matters are even worse. Chiflet's errors are copied, (e. g. MACO for HAG:) in line 4, 6M H for 6G) H line 12), others of his own are numerous, and the whole epigraphic style breaks down in the latter half of the inscription, where we find impossible forms like a Latin L, a thin broken-backed epsilon, and other such monstrosities. If anything further were needed to establish the spurious character of the stone it would be at hand in the circumstance that this forger took the trouble to cut the long inscriptions retrograde, ignorant of the fact that both designs and inscriptions on genuine magical gems are almost always cut to be read by direct view, not from an impression. Retrograde inscriptions of a single word sometimes occur on ancient amulets; but I know of no long inscriptions so treated.
The tests that prove the British Museum stone to be derived from Chiflet's engraving may be applied with a like result to an amulet published in the Catalogue of the Wyndham Cook Collection (p. 58, No. 264). The maker used a stone of a different shape, and perhaps for that reason omitted the ouroboros and asterisks at the top. The inscription is better executed than that of No. 64, and in that respect follows the Chiflet cut more faithfully, though not without errors. Since the above-mentioned publication is adequate, there is no need to describe the piece or to comment upon its details.
It is scarcely necessary to emphasize the importance of the part that Chiflet's engravings played when they came into the hands of forgers of the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The making of spurious " Gnostic " gems had begun before, as Chiflet's own plates show, for it is impossible to believe that some of the objects that he illustrates are ancient. But the convenience of his cuts for the imitator's purpose is obvious. We have seen it in this group and the preceding one (B), and shall find it at work again in Group E. To these descendants of Chiflet's engravings we should add two more which I have discussed elsewhere (SMA, Mr. Lewis bought the stone from M. Feuardent, who obtained it in Bombay. It is a red jasper scaraboid, very convex on one side, which we treat as the obverse, flat on the other. The obverse design is the cock-headed anguipede, noteworthy in this instance for the slender, elongated proportions of the human trunk. In the field and round the margin are many letters, mostly vowels, making no sense. Other details will be noted in the Catalogue.
The center of the reverse is occupied by the lion-headed Chnoubis serpent, radiate as usual. His body makes a double coil at the middle of the field and then descends in an almost straight line. Round him are the triads of animals which are commonly placed round Harpocrates, as if adoring the young sun god, scarabaei above, goats and crocodiles at right, birds and snakes at left. At either side of Chnoubis are two meaningless letters.
There are unusual features about the designs of both sides. Taken singly they carry little weight, but taken together and in connection with the existence of approximate replicas, they arouse some suspicion. In the first place, the obverse is cut as for a seal, and so the anguipede carries his shield on his right arm. This is rare on magical amulets. Yet the reverse design is cut for direct view. This is proved by the fact that the goats are on the right side, as in all genuine amulets that show the animal triads (See SMA, P1. 10, 203-208; 210 is exceptional because there for artistic reasons the maker has broken up the triads. See also Southesk Catalogue, N 24, remembering that all Lord Southesk's cuts are made from impressions).
The substitution of Chnoubis for Harpocrates is not inappropriate, since both are solar figures (SMA, p. 142), and yet I believe it to be without parallel except in this group. There are also a few details of the design that are faulty. The legs of the crocodiles, instead of bending naturally, are set like short straight pegs under the middle of the body. The birds, which should be hawks, seem to be pigeons, though they might even be taken for ducks; 4 and the snakes have quite unnatural mouths and odd-looking crests. This last point applies also to the snakes -that serve as the legs of the cock-headed god on the obverse.
There is a close replica of the Lewis stone, another red jasper, in the Cabinet des Medailles of the Bibliotheque Nationale (2198 bis, our No. 66; Babelon, Guide, pp. 70-71; not in Chabouillet's catalogue of 1858). It gives the anguipede the same disproportionately long body that was noted on the Lewis stone. The casts of this latter seem to be slightly smaller than the impressions (I have no positive casts) of the Paris specimen-; but this may be an unavoidable consequence of the process used in making the reproductions. The only difference that can be readily perceived is in the M behind the anguipede's whip arm; on the Paris stone it is set a little higher with 4They have also been taken for peacocks (De Ridder, Cat. sotmmaire des bijoux antiques, No. 1616).
reference to the elbow, and the letter itself is a little larger. The Paris jasper has an A clearly cut on the shield, where the Lewis stone has what looks like V; but it is really part of an A, the left hand stroke of which was too lightly incised or else has been worn away. On the Paris stone the lines of letters just below the arms of the god have been erased, or else so abraded by wear that only faint traces are visible. Before leaving these two objects attention may be called to the fact that red jasper is rarely used for Chnoubis amulets, and is not commonly used for the cock-headed demon, though examples occur. For the Chnoubis design chalcedony, plasma, and black jasper are often employed; for the anguipede dark green jasper and haematite predominate.
The two remaining members of this group are made of bronze, one in the Louvre (Bijoux 1616, our No. 67), the other in the British Museum (56550, our No. 68). I have suggested elsewhere (AJA, 53 [1949] , p. 271) that a highly convex form, which has no advantages for engraving on bronze, may indicate that such objects as these are casts made from semi-precious stones, the beauty of which is enhanced by cutting en ccabochon. It is probable that these two bronzes are casts from the same original, since in all essentials they are alike. It is true that the London bronze does not show the letters round the margin clearly, but that seems to be because its edge was ground off slightly, with resulting damage to the inscription. But whether they were cast from it or simply cut in imitation of it, that original differed in several respects from the original of the jaspers of the Lewis Collection and the Cabinet des Medailles. The chief differences are as follows. The proportions of the anguipede on the bronzes are less elongated than on the other two amulets; there is a difference of 3 mm. in the length from shoulder to the bottom of the kilt. Further, in the bronzes the cock's beak is tilted upward, making a broader angle with his neck. Consequently the comb is inclined from the vertical, while in the two jaspers it is upright; and on the bronzes its notches are more clearly indicated. These are minute points, yet decisive.
To sum up: the two jaspers of this group are closely similar and evidently derived from a common source, and the two bronzes are probably casts from an original which was not the same as that of the jaspers. Yet in all four the differences are so slight and the agreement in peculiar characteristics so striking that all must be ultimately derived from one designer; and he has departed so far from the usual type, especially in the reverse, as to cast some doubt upon the genuineness of the whole group. If the two originals were ancient, which I should not venture to deny absolutely, their designer has in any event misunderstood and wrongly rendered several details of a well-known traditional type.
E. This last group (Nos. 69-71) comprises three unrelated pieces all presenting some characteristics that betray the hand of an imitator, or at least lead one to suspect it. First, a sard in the British Museum (56069, our 69), with an attractive design of Harpocrates standing in the cup of a flower. He holds a flail over his right shoulder, and raises his left hand towards his face; his head is encircled by twelve rays. Some other details will be mentioned in connection with the appraisal-of the work. On the reverse is an ouroboros enclosing three magical words, covuapra ac3Xava0avaX)3a aKpa,uqaXajapE, the last two of which are very common. Outside the ouroboros runs another inscription with no recognizable elements except cJaKacoO (error for ca/3aw6) and a8o, which is probably part of a8wvat. The parts of this outer inscription are separated by vacant spaces in a manner which will require comment later.
The maker of the obverse design chose a familiar type, but varied it in a manner which lays the work open to suspicion for several reasons.
1. When a lotus is part of the design, Harpocrates usually sits on the flower (or capsule) with his knees drawn up, or with his legs hanging down as if the flower were a chair, or else he kneels, often with one leg extended over the edge of the flower (see SMA, Pls. 9-10, Nos. 189-210). I remember no example in which he stands on a lotus, although standing types are common, especially when the god is shown as a youth rather than as a child. The validity of this observation is not affected by a peculiar case like that of a little terracotta flask in the Fouquet collection (Perdrizet, Terres cuites doe la Collection Fouquet, Text, p. 94, No. 238; pl. 36, middle row, right and left). It is made in the shape of an Eros standing in a lotus flower with his hands tied to a column behind him. The lotus shows that here, as often, Eros and Harpocrates are assimilated (see below); but the figure stands merely because it is one of the numerous objects derived from the type of Eros standing bound to a column or a tree (references in SMAI, p. 121, note 68). There may be dynastic sculptures or paintings unknown to me which represent Harpocrates standing on a lotus; but I have seen no such design on a genuine amulet of the Roman period.
2. In this example the flower is certainly not a lotus, as the history of the type requires, but a bell-shaped flower something like a tulip. The maker has opened a sector of the margin to show the young god's leg in the flower-cup, here manifesting some aesthetic judgment, since the effect would have been awkward if the rim of the flower had hidden the youth's leg from the knee down.
In connection with this criticism and the preceding one, it may be remarked that the present design was probably made under the influence of some fine gem of earlier style representing Eros rising from the cup of a flower. The most striking example is the Demidoff banded agate, Eros rising from a pomegranate flower and holding branches of fruit in his hands (Furtwaingler, Antike Gemmen, I, pl. 24, No. 50; cf. No. 49 on the same plate, and a different conception of the subject, pl. 27, No. 1). The rapprochement is not inappropriate, since some of the genuine representations of Harpocrates, especially in the minor arts, have been assimilated to the Greek god of love (SMA, p. 144); but so marked a departure from the Egyptian type is still disturbing.
3. The god's finger is pointed towards his eye instead of towards his mouth as in the traditional type.
4. The lizard at the lower right is unmotivated and without parallel on genuine amulets.
5. Though star and crescent are regular, the extra star over Harpocrates' head is unusual. A disk, however, is often placed in that position.
To these questionable features must be added the more than doubtful inscription on the reverse, which employs two forms of epsilon (one a broken-backed form like that used in old Teubner texts) and two forms of sigma in immediate juxtaposition.
This stone, I think, is a slavish copy of a heliotrope illustrated by Chiflet (pl. 9, 35). It was not made from the engraving, however, but apparently from the original stone, which was itself a modern fabrication. The relation of the London stone to Chiflet's is placed beyond doubt by a peculiarity of their reverse sides. In Chiflet's book, Werde, the draftsman, has carefully indicated two injuries to the margin of the reverse, which have caused the loss of a few letters. That part of the text probably read M[IXAH]A AAC)[NAII. On the London stone there is no sign of injury, but two vacant spaces are left, preceded and followed by exactly the same letters that stand just before and after the chipped places on Chiflet's amulet; they are slightly differently placed because the imitator has set his letters closer together than those on his model, or because Chiflet's illustration is not quite true to the original. There is little doubt, then, that the London stone is a copy of another modern piece. Attention may be called, in passing, to the circumstance, already noted as suspicious, that both original and copy were cut seal-fashion, i. e., to be read from their impressions. On the obverse this is shown by the position of the flail on Harpocrates' right shoulder (it is usually on the left), and on the reverse by the fact that the inscription is retrograde.
No. 56013 (our 70) in the British Museum is a modern imitation of the common "pantheos " type (SMA, pp. 158 f.; P1. 12, 253-261). The face is broad, the expression mild; it looks more like a Flemish artist's notion of Silenus than the grim, scarcely human faces of the genuine specimens. The flail in the right hand is of an unknown shape, the scorpion is badly done, and the creature at the lower left seems to be an awkwardly rendered scarabaeus. The inscription on the reverse is retrograde and has across the apexes of the triangula)r letters the exaggerated horizontal strokes which were discussed under Groups B and C; and the phi of Paarx, here written like a heavy cross, does not, according to Larfeld, occur in this form after the third century before Christ. Like otlher forgeries previously described, this stone is related to an engraving in Chiflet's Abracxas Proteus (pl. 6, 24), though there are differences. The most conspicuous is the presence of the word Iacw in the cartouche of the engraving, while on the London stone the cartouche is empty; the scorpion and the scarabaeus are also better done in the engraving. The maker of the London stone probably had before him the original of Chiflet's cut, and failed to note or to carry out certain details. It may be observed before leaving this object that carnelian, of which it is made, is without parallel as a material for the " pantheos " design; green jasper and other dark stones are generally used. Yet there is an exception in a yellow jasper belonging to the Michigan collection (SMA, P1. 12, 260), and there is no reason to doubt its genuineness.
It is less easy to fix upon definite reasons for dissatisfaction with the last of these three pieces (B. M. 56456, our 71), and yet I think it open to some suspicion, especially the reverse, where the principal figure is a female griffin resting a forepaw on a wheel. That is a well-known symbol of Nemesis; but there is no characteristic attribute which would enable us to identify the obverse figure as that goddess. She stands to front, head to left, on the back of a crocodile, and is dressed in tunic and himation, the latter crossing her body and dropping behind her left shoulder almost to the ground. On her head is an ornament like a cup-shaped flower between two leaves. In her right hand she holds a snake, its head, over which is a disk, on a level with her face; in her left a tall scepter with a floral ornament onl the top. Her left hand also holds a situla, not of the Egyptian form, but more like a Greek bell krater without handles, which of course would not be needed in addition to the bail of the vessel. There are four magical characters along the right margin, one in the lower left field.
On this side the only doubtful detail is the Greek shape of the situla. But one misses some definite characterization of the goddess. It might be tentatively suggested that the maker meant to represent Nemesis as identified with Isis (on this see PW, s.v. Nemesis, col. 2354)-hence the crocodile, the scepter and the situla-yet included in the design no attribute which would definitely distinguish either goddess from other female divinities.
As to the reverse, no exception can be taken to the symbolism of the griffin and wheel, and the balance, which the griffin holds in her beak, is a well-attested attribute of Nemesis. On the other hand, there is no motivation for the heron-like bird that touches the balance with its beak, nor for the bearded mask (Sarapis?) that ends the griffin's tail. Attention should also be directed to the curious object that serves as ground line. It looks like a snake holding between its jaws a small bearded male head. Yet the band round the neck of this supposed snake, just below the open jaws, is not natural; and it is possible that what the engraver intended was a small human figure with raised arms (otherwise viewed as the snake's jaws), and with its body below the arms tapering off into a long tail.
One possible explanation of this curious detail would, if accepted, argue for the genuineness of the reverse design despite its irrelevant and suspicious features. Perdrizet remarks with much reason that the griffin, which so often accompanies Nemesis on monuments of the Roman period, is not merely a characteristic attribute, but a form of the goddess herself; and it is significant that this griffin is regularly female.5 On the London gem the wheel and the balance, which are attributes of the goddess, mark the griffin as the representative of Nemesis, and the strange creature that lies under the griffin may therefore be legitimately explained by reference to the monuments representing the goddess herself. Now several of those monuments show Nemesis standing on a human figure or crushing it with one foot. The most recent discussion of the type is that of Bernhard Schweitzer, whose article gives references to previously published monuments of the kind, and to the earlier articles and monographs.6 This and other papers, particularly those of Perdrizet, make full treatment of the topic unnecessary here.7 On one of those monuments, a relief from Piraeus in the Louvre, a male figure trampled by Nemesis is of normal size, though, according to the usual convention, smaller than the goddess; 8 the female figure under the Nemesis of a Cairo relief is also as large in relation to the divinity as would be expected.9 A relief from Gortyn in the British Museum represents Nemesis standing on a smaller figure which is crushed and flattened almost o'ut of resemblance to a human body.10 In a marble statuette from Lower Egypt she rests her right foot on the head and the backward-bent feet of a small bearded figure lying prone;1" and on a similar statuette from the same region and probably derived from the same model, the right foot rests on a figure which is completely indistinct except for the small head projecting beyond the toes of the goddess.12 Finally, on an Alexandrian bronze coin of Trajan, a running Nemesis treads upon a prostrate human figure so crude and indistinct that it was at first taken for a thunderbolt.13
These downtrodden victims of divine vengeance may in the beginning have represented some enemy whose ruin the artist desired; but they probably came to be interpreted as Hybris, the sin specially chastised by Nemesis. It was natural enough sometimes to represent this detested vice in a sub-human form; one remembers the mediaeval conception of the Devil. On the common metal pendants, of Syria and Palestine the Evil One was usually depicted in human form, and regularly female; 14 sometimes, however, as a non-human creature, a sphinx or a serpent. human being, it would seem that the artist found a new use for the serpent which is placed at the feet of Nemesis on such monuments as the previously mentioned reliefs from Gortyn and Piraeus. But is really looks more like a monster made up of the head, arms, and trunk of a man combined with the long body and tail of a snake. It does not seem likely that a forger would have invented this feature of the design, since -it may be regarded as a natural development from the small, crushed, barely human figures mentioned above. To that extent, then, it may indicate the genuineness of the reverse design, despite an unfavorable impression created by its general style, and particularly by such irrelevant things as the star and crescent, the heron, and the curious treatment of the griffin's tail.
We have brought together here a group of forgeries, some patterned upon Chiflet's engravings or Montfaucon's reproductions of them, some apparently direct copies of the actual stones that Chiflet illustrated, and one or two that may be modern fabrications with no precedent in ancient art. This gathering of doubtful and mnore than doubtful specimens may prompt a reader to accept the assertion of certain writers that spurious magical amulets were manufactured in great numbers. Yet I still hold to the opinion that I expressed briefly in the preface to Studies in Magical Amulets (p. viii), that the number of forgeries is small in comparison to the great mass of genuine ancient amulets. There are indeed many crude and ignorantly executed examples of common magical designs, some of them so degenerate as to be meaningless; but their gross faults do not prove them to be modern forgeries. Many such pieces were produced in ancient times in response to a demand for cheap amulets, and their makers naturally followed the designs of abler artists, often disgracing their models. There is no reason to think that in modern times there has been wholesale forgery of such objects, and it is certain that several of the known forgeries, perhaps most of them, date from the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, when the interest aroused by the publications of Gorlaeus, Chiflet, Capello and Montfaucon was in full vigor.
SUPPLEMENTS AND CORRECTIONS OF STUDIES IN MAGICAL AMULETS
In an article that is professedly supplementary to SMA, it is appropriate to introduce some amendments of that work. suggesting that the object shown in the field above the eagle is a sella curulis, here a symbol of imperial power. The object on the Copenhagen stone can certainly be so interpreted, but it is hard to imagine the " heraldic considera-tions" that led the engraver to represent it upside down, a position that might easily be taken to suggest the subversion of authority; and the garland is certainly placed with exclusive reference to the eagle, not to the chair. Further, the corresponding object on the Michigan stone cannot be naturally interpreted as part of a chair (the stone is a fragment, about half its original size). On the whole, the interpretation of the objects in question remains uncertain. As Professor Nilsson justly observes, the origin of a cosmic god must be sought in the realm of philosophy and science. To continue this thought, one may say that the idea of such a god may spring from the mind of one or more individuals; but the propagation of the idea must be the work of a group or "school," whether it be one that was led by learned teachers and exerted a far-reaching influence, or a mere obscure conventicle (see SMA, p. 135). Further, full agreement is scarcely to be expected even among different branches of the same school of cosmic religion. The cock's head predominates in the anguipedes of the amulets (exceptions in SMA, pp. 128-132, P1. IX, 180-187); yet it does not appear on the JupiterGiant columns and kindred monuments.
It would seem, then, that the cockheaded type must have had its origin in a school of cosmic religion, perhaps a small one, the center of which was somewhere in the Levant or in Egypt, where most of the amulets were made. The presence of the cock's head, apparently an Iranian element, and of the Hebrew name Iao, often inscribed on the god's shield, make it all but certain that the combination came into Egypt from the northeast. The cockheaded anguipede was probably first sketched by some artist who belonged to, or was instructed by, a group of cosmic worshippers in Syria, Palestine, or Phoenicia. The group may have disintegrated soon, and certainly it has left no documents explaining the visual representation of its god. Why, then, have hundreds of stones bearing his image survived?
To that question I am content to offer a simple and obvious answer. It may well be for no better reason than this, that the novel monstrosity of the cockheaded anguipede, once seen, appealed strongly not only to the actual members of the cult, but also to others who were ignorant of the symbolism implicit in the design, particularly to makers and wearers of amulets. In the eyes of such people the god would seem to be endowed with a magical power all the greater because his image was a complex of various elements, just as other well-known designs of a pantheistic character were credited with special potency; see the remarks on pantheistic monsters in SMA, p. 156. 6-7) . The obverse design represents a four-winged, four-armed demon standing on a cartouche. The body is that of a scarabaeus, the head, according to Puech, is that of a cynocephalus baboon, or perhaps of an ass.
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Alfoldi correctly, I think, takes it to be the head of a horse. The workmanship on such amuletic stones is so crude that details of this sort are often doubtful; but the small ears, the blunt muzzle, and the long neck, broadening in side view to the shoulders, favor Alfoldi's view. However, with the exception of this equine head, every detail of the Paris design has its parallel in the pantheistic monsters which are common on magical stones; and these "pantheoi," as I call them for convenience, are undoubtedly Egyptian in origin. Puech and others think that such figures are pantheistic developments of the dwarf-god Bes.
Pantheistic demons represented with horseheads are certainly rare, and it is true that a horse's head enters into many of the composite forms which Alf6ldi cites from Iranian material. But it is quite unnecessary to assume, Mr. Seyrig's dating of the ring was given provisionally, but it seems to be confirmed by some examples shown in Marshall's Catalogue of the Finger Rings in the British Museum, pls. 6-7, Nos. 262-265. All four are set with coins of known dates. In No. 262, the coin is a later insertion, but the editor believes the ring to be third century work. The other three have gold coins of Caracalla, Elagabalus, and Diocletian (300), and it is not likely that the rings were made long after the times when the coins were new. The style of No. 264 is nearest to that of the Beyrouth ring. A third century date for the ring is consistent with that of the setting, though the engraving of the stone may be considerably older, since the " Pantheos " shown upon it is simpler and more distinct in details than many other specimens of that type.
The hoop of the ring expands upward and projects beyond the shoulders, which it joins with a curved notch (for this detail, see Marshall, p. xlviii, E xxix, and pl. 15, No. 526). The hoop ends in volutes somewhat like those on Marshall's No. 264, which, however, reach to the edge of the bezel, whereas in the Beyrouth ring they are separated from it by the notch. The ring is 31 mm. wide, 22 mm. high; inside measurements, 17 mm. wide, 14 mm. high.
The haematite setting is almost circular, 20 x 19 mm. The design represents a four-armed, four-winged god with youthful face, apparently a type of Horus, standing to front on an empty cartouche formed by an ouroboros. The arms hold upright four tall staves, the slanting tops of which show that they are meant for was-scepters. An uraeus rises at each side of the neck. The god wears an apron, and an amulet rests on his breast. The elaborate headdress is made up of three parts, first, the vulture cap of the goddess Mut, on which rests a member in the form of a trapezoid lying on its shorter horizontal side. This, in turn, is surmounted by a trident-like ornament, perhaps a schematic indication of the hemhem 'crown (three reed-bundles resting on a pair of horns). The obverse type may be derived from the hawk-headed Horus; but the use of the word abrasax on both obverse and reverse seems to indicate that the maker connected it with the cock-headed god to be described under later numbers. If a female Christian saint is meant, it is doubtless Theodora of Alexandria. According to the fabulous legend, she sought to make amends for a sin by entering a monastery disguised as a man. There her austerities attracted the attention of the monks, and once the abbot, desiring to test her sanctity, gave her a dangerous commission. He ordered her to bring a vessel of water from a lake near by, in which there was a crocodile so large and fierce that the prefect of the district had stationed soldiers to warn all travelers away from the water. Theodora disregarded the warning and went to the waterside, whereupon the mnonster took her upon his back and carried her to the middle of the lake. There she filled her vessel and then returned in the same way. On reaching the shore she said to the crocodile, " Never devour man again," and the creature died immediately.
I Among the male riders of crocodiles, the famous Pachomius, the organizer of Egyptian monasticism, is the most likely to have been represented on a crocodile, for it was said that whenever he had to cross a river, a crocodile would carry him and set him ashore wherever he wished (PL, 73, 241, a version of a Greek life of unknown authorship). But the longer version of the Historia Lausiaca, which Dom Cuthbert Butler holds to be interpolated with material from the Historiac Moncachorum, relates that a certain Hellen, wishing to bring a priest to perform his office, was carried over by an obliging crocodile (PG, 34, 1161 Over the last letters, XcraacEt. The first two epsilons are of the broken-backed form, and the omega is small and set higher than the other letters; the theta is an ellipse lying on its longer curve. After a8w and the lacuna that follows it, the letters are all smaller and more closely set. The-whole inscription is retrograde (i. e. on the original, not on the impression photographed for the illustration), and has many marks of its spurious character. See the comments on p. PaoawqX. In addition to the error, K for /, the engraver sometimes uses A for both alpha and lambda, and also sometimes places over both letters the long horizontal stroke which has proved elsewhere a sign of modern imitation. The use of a cross-shaped 4 is not recorded by Larfeld at any date later than the third century of our era. Carnelian. Upright oval, 24 x 15.
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Obv. Goddess standing to front, head to l., on back of crocodile. Tunic to ankles, upper garment crossing body and falling behind 1. shoulder almost to hem of tunic. Floral ( ?) ornament on head, another on top of tall scepter held in 1. hand, which also holds a situla of Greek form. R. hand holds a snake, its head level with the neck of the goddess. Along r. edge, four characters of which the first two can be read as MA, a fifth in field at lower 1. Rev. Female griffin standing to r., 1. forepaw on seven-spoked wheel, beak holding a small balance. The tail ends in what seems to be a bearded mask with modius on the head; the face is indistinct, and the whole effect is that of a grotesque fancy suggested by the bushy tuft that ends the tail. In field at upper 1., star over crescent. In front of the griffin a heron-like bird touches the balance with its beak. What the maker meant to represent in the creature whose long tail makes the ground line is uncertain; perhaps a snake closing its jaws on a bearded human head, perhaps a man with arms raised, his body diminishing into a snake's tail. Green jasper. Upright oval, 37 x 25. 
